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On reconaSideration, prior dsciuion ia affirmed.
1S01n ZIP reasonably definoe requirmentm for
pbW l_ __or ulArlon2 of-plans for r2edsgn,
cpvor iofnrnd i pledentation) from whSIch
decaliosifron Testatetd o nning croe 
W19e7 77p67ith or Offior ued hnd tg ncyawad ft
p cStion thet propee rropoply r- pondSiA to
phab I r estblsspohp uffsci ntly dcfaled requlati

ant for nhrse aI ( Iascutlon of tto pin taetIoo 
pl n), ad quncy of pra ' antpS Id stmnatedg le rvq
for rbuso Ie could be evalu rted cith respect ato
propost offerRiPdeasvuatias toa pemse deviatin fo

I Jy d cSSon SIn Tichusfo rPatese Inco Porated, c-18t 585, Aprtl 22,
1976 f 76-fiCPD 273,-our Office upheld the awtrd of a fixt,--price
a contract by the Def * Supply Ah sny hDSA) to Inforateon dnd
Coe ulaictica Applications, Inc. (ICA).

rthe requett ferapropolals (RP) ca11 3 for formulation of pl a
for redesign,- coniereson and iepleu ntation;in phase I and execution
of the Sin pie pnttion pl n in phfse s Edti ated *a sis er requir-

' e~~mnte were * to'ut for each phase. IDevS tone froe the 16tisated
I s ~~mnpow r requir _m te for phase I wire specifically authorized.

-ieNotr, the RPs wad i ient qa to vny perdsStble daviatuon for
phase XI, Instead, the HFP stated in part:

"*)*propfoirs t fiod prineea fnor Phfoe p e(1 Pojact
ffleer, 9 6ou_ othe and 2 S nior Syste
AU lyete- 9 uar- onthe each) ehall b included

-, ~in the price proposal and will be used soa *basis
for the total evaluation of thiSc require ent***"

Notwithstending the quotai provicion; the successful offeror,
ICA, proposed the following manning for phase 1I -
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1 project leader omr-mouths
3 senior ayst a' tnalystu 23 man-Souths

While the total manning hours for phase I were not changed, ICA's
accepted offer varied the mix with a resulting cost saving.

IU's mucceesful best and final offer war low in price even
wvs, evaluated in accordance with the earning lvels preucribed In
the quoted proifilon cf the LMP Sowaver, we concluded that the
specific provieiou to deviate from the manning levels prescribed for
phase I neceusarily implied a similar possibility for phase IS-so
long as any changes were justified to the contracting officer-mince
manning needed for phase II would necessarily be effected by the
outcome of phase I.

Tecbn-sscciates, in its request for reconsLderation, diusatree
with our conclusion that the spectfic'recognition of deviations in
phJas I necessarily implies that 'deviations are ulo acceptabli-'iu,
phase II. It notea that the differing language applicable to' r. ing
for the two phases 1spliem that the two are to be treated diumimilarly.
Technassociates almo notes provisions of ASPI indicating that''cahges
in reqiirements or specifications should be reflected in the'iPY by
amendment. Also, Techiassociates totes that since the diaensions of
phame II were to'be determined by the results of phase'I, neither
the offeror nor the Government would have any wfy of knowing precimely
what would be required for the latter phase. The question, implicitly,
then is what basis exist, for projecting a price for phase II other
than the stated manning requirements?

We agree that unless the solicitation sets out requiro ents
or parameters with sufficient specificity, the recognized objective
of achieving maxiem practicpble competition cannot be attaed. If
the work is defined, only in terms 'of manning levels, no. proposal
offering less demanding levels ahould be accepted without permitting
others in the competition to submit proposals on the mee basis How-
ever, if the requirn auts or parameters xee otherwise defined, then
we believe that given manning levels need not necessarily be offered
unless they are cleatly stated as require _nts. The test is whether
the contracting officer has a reasonable basis for concluding that
thze work specified will in fact be properly performed.
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While In retrospect the In statamt could be clearer, we encot
conclude that the *am ng levels for phase II are set out as require-
ete. It IS true that the Rl does not clearly define the dimensions
of th4 work under phe 1I. overer it doe reasonably define the
requiremnts for phase I and It is the position of the Defense Supply
hgacy that a proper proposal ln response to phase I establishe a
sufficiently defined rsqiLre a& for phbs U1I. In other wordts we
believe D6A properly conuluded that the cq ptitive posture called
for vws maintained by virtue of ekh proposal submitted for phase I
even though the RP did not directly specify definitive requirauents
for-phse II. The adequacy of the Sandaig for phase It could there-
fore be evaluated fron the phase I proposal Ts such eas it was not
uecessary or cvn desirable to require a stipulated mSing for
phase II. A coopeticiou basod -a such con aanning vould essentially
deal only In the wnae levels while the other approach permits an
evaluation In termsi of the and result. We believe the latter iS
preferable-

linaily, Tecbniasuociates cocttands that the agency's Inquiry as
to whether Its proposed prbject ltader would act on a full-tiae basis
revealed that deiS ation:from the phase 1I labor mix was neither con-
templated nor permissible. We stated IS our original decision that
euch a question ont the pirt of the agency was a reasonable one whieb
should not have r'ilhd Technassociatus, and could have been asked
simply to asceitain whether or not a deviation van proposed. Since
the protester raises no new allegations of fact or law on this point,
we need not consider the question further.

Accordingly, upon reconsideration, our decision in affirmed.

Depaty Coup ( r'S¶i fli.
of the United States
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